Claim i i<; amended, Clairas i-i3 and axe vcn4iBg in the application. Support for 
the ameadnicnh; can he f>Hsnd at least ai paragraphs 58, 86, 9{t and ti'^mc k)f the speciilcutior: in 
li.S. Pub. 2007/025900iHAi. No new matter has been added, Reexainiaation aiid reconsideration 
of the application, as amended, are respect&Ily requested. 



Claxivs 1 -n a' c 20 nd rejecfeo urder 35 U S C iO\d) as hemg tinpatentable over 
L^leur, et anJ Car^.nias et a3 Apphcanlt^s lespectfullv traverse tks rejection. 
€Mji£5 1, as amenaeii, IS as follows: 

A an g delivery molecule compitsmg* 

a po vricij/ei! carbowlic acid molecular scaiToId having a 
pltitaktv or tree c-tiruoxvlicacid ^OBps; 

afi i\ wn<4,t,a1iv active inoleculat modules, each 
Hei m co\ a\r'K lH'k<,\l ' ^ne -.ame poATnc- 'cd catbowL^, <. od 
.! ecu" ';Cu."%> J e.n o «.c \e nHX>u'es con'pnst at jux-^t 
o-se li^rgetMig iiKxiaV tor promoting ceilaka- upt^jvc by a *arget cell, 
a»d 

at ^east one pro-dr«g module tot a»tcnng odkilar metabolism of the 

target cml: 

\\ hcicii I iti s c^t^v active module coi^pnses a poKpept-.dc 
.md V eotioe, and Wxieieitt tiie scafTold is a hoinopolv< icr 

App'Ka^t^ rei>pev*fi H> ^ubni ts th''+ 1 aFIar fasls to disclose or teach at luist the 
followng is-setio.*-! n ^-lan i ^ ^ i j< d b> ^ •>> i i ^ -^KiO^iL 

active molecilar modules. ti c tv^rgi^tiu^ oiiu p.oda g uou^ ies) that cov< it ) luks^ v a 
same polvmcn?ed carboxyhc acid molecular scaffold Instead, LaFletii discloses KDI 
compo*.? tions t^at are ^omiuiated m a biodegtadablc polymeric dmg dehvery sv&teni (col 151, 
il 4^-50) LaFlei"^ further discioses tha<- the KDI composttiotis are fomuiatcd for example, 
descrbedn at leasts S Pat No 5,340,8^9 (col l^^l \\ 4Q-5'>1 ^40^ osestheuseofa 
tfienuoplastjsc s\stcrn that pro% des a diLg-d< hxtry >>steni vs.-'cje d poi>.nci i>olution contaimng 
a bioactne agea* is> adirmistercd (col 6, II 34-38) hi ihis systan, the polymer solidifies and 
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entraps or encases^ tic duig ■vvithia the pvuvmer matnx {"M^h col 6, U 45~4<^S 

I aFkur aiso d5sclo-,es tli«t a.it bodjcs i^* y 'ie conji t«I to other compobitioiis (col T** 
1 ■'2" M "U'-'l CI i -> * c '■On! > s 1^ "i ^ ^ u '■.^p kDi fO > ^-^cf lue■^ 

f>.ol "''^ S''^ \-, - 1 \ cirOoes s.ttt,ici s^oruica ai'OOuv a'^ ^ ^to ''ire' ^ed 
c<^[ nv> („Ht i ^. IcLU^ir <. d to^ drug delivery 

C anuTws IS run huen to leiiiedy tlie defects of I f Ficur and jsj Cited tor iis re cvaisce 
regaidmg the use of polymerb of mahc acid m biocompatible hydro1yzab!e devices Cammas 
exemplifies the apphcation of PHAs m the biomedical 6eld, ^bich mclwde»? tbe ui-e degradabie 
micelles iianopart5c5e<? etc (p 7'^^ col i,sara 1) Cammvv fjitlie: tndtca^c^ that biolo^callv 
active mc?i cc ^j.'e^ t'c e it"ir ,^^^0 ' -iScssve^i o__v-"Cof pis ^^II n Cv 1 oi^- 

poly(S-irahv. t<ua bu*/vl evters^p 27^ "3!!.tpa^i> t^oug^ip 2 firsv p^iua ) Ca^nmas 
concludes that PVl A polvesters can be liscd to picpate matenaU or additives for tempore use 
ffl drug delivery systems (p, 282, eoncliision)* 

I he O^ce Action (p 5 ofOtfice Action dated l/i4'09} iugge&ti. that Canimas. teacnci 
;pohina<<. aca pohirei^ having biologicall> active moku eb di. pendant groups, and thus 
V. oiiid Ims c bu'T ob^ lot-s '^o one ^skiUcd in tlic art *o t»^e f^e p -^'Vi^ie of Gammas to connigate *:ie 
'•jri,e*Mg proaru^ pv>tc ^onTiUf, ^ ^^-^ 

A,pphc^nli> s -cspi'cthilK sibmi* 'hat Laiiinias cm K uis^-^oses the use of jricelli^ ?s <ln.g 
earners (p 275, col 2, last para > and uses, nanopartides to test drug loading upacaly (p 279, 
coi 2 ^L-st full para.) As indicated above, Camnii^ djsclo&es bjologscally mojecules that are 
entrapped dissoKed oi encapsulated by nanopartides and not co\aientl> linked to a bame 
r'ol>-rie i^et ^^ii ^\\ k u h. [^v. -^c itfo'd, a& set forth by the claims Since both LuT uer 
jiil Cdi lui a'^i. ic ^ Qi '^o y \"v^i L dn g <>>stems tliat entap^ulatea, oi entraps bit ^ogicJ.v 
i^ctne mclccu crcw^i^ . i rv<sit\\ta>d lo* ^a\c been TOtn ^fed to LOtnbme the teaching'? 
to ^.orjugaLe target ng prodiugs to a polvnenzed u^r^ioxylic sud molecular scaffold to form 
a drug dehvery molectsk. 

Foi at least tjie aforementioned reasons, LaFleiir in vew oi CaxUmas docs not render 
obMou's prcsen* claim t Likeviit,c, d^cndent claims 2- i ^ and 20 are albo patentable for at 'eas.t 
the san>. n s n \iew of thi, fcegoing, Apphcantsb respectfully requeit that the OfBce 
Withdraw the reiectjon. 
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Claims 1-13 and 18-20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being impatentabk over 
LsFleur, et al and Cammas, el al , and further in view of Saiio, et aL Applicantss respectfu!1\' 
traverse tbss rejection. 

Ciatnii 1-15 iivA ?.0 .^re pritcntahle o^c I di.C VxwTid'^ ioi at 'east the .sane 

-eujions Jiscus-vd abo\c, Ciaims IS-i^ depend froi-n ckun 1. Jiid us ^uch incluoc.s all the 
limitations thereof, xuid is thcrctbre patentable over LaFluur and Cainma^s for at least tlie same 
reasons discussed above wife regard to claim i . 

Saito is not seen to remedy the detects of I^FIeur and Cammas and is cited for its 
relevance regarding the use of cleavable disulfide Linkages. As such, the combined teachings of 
the prior art I'^n to ;e^di ar suiijiesi each element oi' the eUnmefi ;n\ention. This*., the 
combination suggested by the Office cannot render the claimed invention obvious. In view of 
the foregoing, Applicantss respectfully requs^t that the OfSce withdraw the rejection. 

Claims 1-13 and 20-21 stand rejected under 35 U,S,C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
LaFleur, ct ai, and C'a:nEnas. et al,, and further in view of Summerton, et al, Appiicantss 
respecti'uliy traverse this rejeciion, 

Claim 21 depends from claim 1. und a? such includes all the hrjuTu^i?.- ihoreof, 9nd 
therefore patentable over LaFleur mid C ainnsaj- for at least the Sv^ir.o re<i-{n>s discussed above 
with regard to elmm L 

Sunimerton is not seen to remedy the defects of LaFleur and Cammas and is cited for its 
relevance regarding the use of the antssense molecule morphoUno. As suck, the combined 
teachings of the pH^ ■! an l ui to teach or suggest each element of the claimed invention. Thus, 
the combination suggested by the Office cannot render the clainaed invention obvious. In \'iew 
of the foregoing, AppUcaniss respectfully request tliat the Office withdraw th« rejection. 

Claims 1-13 and 20-23 stand rejected mdm 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
LaFleur, et al and Cammas, et al,, and further in view of Kliazenzon, et al Applicantss 
respect&ily traverse this rejection. 

Claims 22-23 depend from claim 1, and as such includes all the Hmitation,s thereof, and 
is therefore patentable over LaFleur and Cammas for at least tlie same reasons discussed above 
witii regard to clajm 1 . 
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Khazenzon is not seen to remedy the defects of LaFlear aud Cammas and is dtefl for its 
relevance regarding ihc use vf the anliscfwc moiocuk- targets of lanrlnin. As such, ilie 
coiTibir.ed te>icUirjjfs of ihe prsor art fail to teach or suggest each elcn^cnt of the claimed 
irAcntson. Fhui;, the coaibm.uioit suggested by the Office cannot reiuicr the claimed invention 
ob\'ious. h\ of the foreguing, Applicaiitss respectfolly request that the Office withdraw tlie 

Claim Rejections Under 35 USC § 102 
Claims 1 and i 8-20 stand rejected under 35 li.S.C, § 1 02(b) as being anticipated by 
BuIniiJS, et al Applicants TCspcctiiUly traverses this rejection. 

Applicants respectfuliy submits that Buhnus, fails to disclose or teach at least s scaffold 
that is a iiomopt>lymer, as set forth by ciaim 1 , Instead, Bislmus discloses a teropolytner that may 
be used to deliver biomolecular dnigs (abstract, p. 106, col. 1, last para. & coL 2, second para.), 
llie teropolymer of Bulnius cofnnri^es a backbone of methacrjlic acid, batly acrylate and pyridly 
disulfate acrylate units (p. HI, col. 2, third para and lig. i) a^id was designed to create a 
glutatliione-reactive and pH-sensiti\ c, ?ncnihra;5c disruptive pi)lymer (p. 106, col. 2), As such 
Bulmus does not teach or suggest the drug deUver>'^ molecule of the present invention. 

For at least the aforemention^ reasons, Buknus does not anticipate presait claim I. 
Like'^'v'ise, dependent claims lB-20 are also pattaitable for at least the same reasons. In -view of 
the foregoing, Applicantss respectiulfy request that the Office withdraw the rejection. 

iiM?^^u.^. . \< ' u > s s 'U a'^r'jcattop o'hc! th.n in .ondition for allowance, 
t^.e i.\atn:r!.r 5s .cqaesvteo to y^di^ the u;uleri>jg"ied at the Los AngcLp, CvUifonua telephone 
number (213) 633-6800 to discuss the stqps necessary for placing the application m condition, for 
allowance. 

If there are an> fees due in connection with the tiling of this response, please charge the 
fees to our Deposit Account No. 50670, 
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By 

NataJie A. Dsvis 
Reg."No.53,M9 



865 South FIgueroa Slrcct, Suite 2400 
Los Angeles. CA ^>0()i7-.7566 
Phone; (213)633-6800 
Facsimile: (213) 633-6899 



mm 15266014V1 0067789-1 ISlf SO 



9 



